From historical rights to temporal interests
When in the late 19 th and at the turn of the 20 th century the Croatian historians fi rst wrote analyses of the so-called Croatian Pragmatic Sanction or Article 7: 1712, promulgated by the Croatian diet, the Sabor, in March 1712, 1 those analyses were all about the rights and privileges of the Croatian status et ordines. Th eir interpretations were largely guided by two perspectives or arguing points. Th e fi rst one concerned the question on what historical right(s) the Croatian nobles based their legal and political power to declare the right of Habsburg female succession in the Kingdom of Croatia in case the male line became extinct. Th e * Ivana Jukić, University Department of Croatian Studies, Department of History, Borongajska cesta 83d, 10000 Zagreb, Croatia, E-mail: ijukic@hrstud.hr second perspective was directed at explaining that all political actions taken in order to declare the right of Habsburg female rule stemmed from the political confl icts between the Hungarians and the Croatian nobility. It was all instigated by the Hungarian nobles, who attacked the rights and privileges of the Croatian nobility.
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Although a legal historical analysis of the so-called Croatian Pragmatic Sanction is important, and the existing interpretations could be complemented with some new facts and interpretative perspectives, this paper focuses on the question "why" and analyses the contemporary socio-political reasons behind the formulation of the legal decision in 1712. Th e main idea is that the Sabor's decision in 1712, although based on the historical rights and privileges of the Croatian estates, was a product of the current socio-political situation and personal interests of both parties: members of the Habsburg family and the political elite within the Kingdom of Croatia. Th e main agenda behind it, concealed under the formula of "rights and privileges," was to preserve the power of the Sabor elite within the regional elite network in the slow, but ongoing state-building process of the Habsburg Monarchy. When we look at these two processes -state-building and the preservation of power for the Sabor elite as the main element for the regional elite -then a legal decision such as Article 7:1712 becomes a historiographic story telling us who the members of the Sabor elite were and what their domain was, as well as how they communicated with the political centre, i.e. the Court of Vienna. Th ereby the most interesting part of research is recognizing their overlapping interests, where both parties could play with the regional rights and privileges in order to accomplish particular political goals.
In its fi rst two sections, this paper aims at presenting the specifi c context, that is, the problems which occurred simultaneously yet independently: a) to the members of the Habsburg family who were concerned about preserving the vision of the Habsburg Monarchy in the Danube area, and b) to certain members of the Croatian political elite who were concerned about the preservation of the existing socio-political reality, in which the Kingdom of Croatia (i.e. Zagreb, Varaždin, and Križevci counties) was only within their or the Sabor's scope of infl uence. Th ese issues motivated the Court of Vienna and the regional elite to create time and space for an intense political dialogue on the succession law in the Kingdom of Croatia in 1711/1712, as a solution for both parties.
Th e third section analyses the course of the bargaining process between the Court of Vienna and the members of the regional elite, naming the main characters in the process, emphasising the infl uence of personal connections in those activities, and presenting the fi nal result of the dialogue.
Th e fi nal section poses the following question: did the Sabor elite use the political profi t gained by the declaration of the so-called Croatian Pragmatic Sanction for achieving the much needed socio-political change in the Kingdom of Croatia in the decades aft er 1712?
Family issues and the state-building process
Th e main problem and trauma for the Habsburg family -and for the dynasty as well -was created in 1711, when Joseph I (1705-1711) died without a male successor. His brother Charles, or Charles III, who was at the time the King of Spain, and was in war with France in order to keep his Spanish legacy, was thus forced to return to Austria and take over the reins of the Empire and the Austrian Monarchy. Th at moment signifi ed the end of the War of the Spanish Succession and the loss of the Spanish crown and its territories. Th e only territory the Habsburgs were able to keep as part of their Spanish territorial legacy were their Italian and Dutch areas.
3 Th e main reason for such an outcome for the Austrian House was the European powers' intolerance regarding the possibility of reviving the Universal Monarchy in Europe, since it had always presented a great disturbance for the balance of power, especially in 18 th -century Europe. Th e Spanish experience showed that Europe had entered into a more distinct phase of its political behaviour. Gradually, it was the balance of power and laws that began to shape the political map of Europe, rather than family issues. Nevertheless, the aggressive politics of the European powers still counted on the biological mishaps of royal families in order to extend their territories. 4 To avoid the Spanish scenario in the Austrian Monarchy, which was not political fi ction, the Habsburg family policies preferred to rely on the binding agreements between family members than on biological luck. In 1703, a family agreement between Leopold I, Joseph, and Charles was signed -Pactum mutuae successionis -showing that the Court of Vienna 3 For a general overview on this subject, see: John P. Spielman, Leopold I of Austria (New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press, 1977), 169-178. 4 During the 18 th century, the European powers were quite oft en involved in diff erent wars of succession, such as the War of the Spanish Succession (1701-1714), the War of the Quadruple Alliance (1717-1720), the War of the Polish Succession (1733-1735), the War of the Austrian Succession (1740-1748), and the War of the Bavarian Succession (1778-1779).
did not try to build its future on hopes and expectation. Th e main idea behind the agreement was, of course, the right of mutual succession to the Spanish and Austrian thrones between Joseph and Charles. Th e novelty was the right of succession for the female line, and Joseph's daughters had precedence.
5 Th e agreement was kept secret from the European powers because there was a possibility that mutual succession might unite the Spanish and Austrian crowns under one family member, which would lead to the revival of the much-hated Universal Monarchy in Europe. On the other hand, the end of the War of the Spanish Succession made Central Europe, i.e. the Empire and the Hungarian lands, to the Habsburgs' key territories, the real base of their future power and their status as a European power. Th e foundation of dynastic power in these "Eastern parts" was the Habsburgs' hereditary and elective right to rule, but only for the male members of the family. Th e Habsburg female succession right met with serious legal obstacles in those parts, and so did the Habsburg supremacy.
In the Empire, for example, due to the Salic law, women could not be elected as empresses. In case of the Habsburg female succession, only a King-Consort could be Emperor. Marriage connections with the Empire were not a novelty for the Habsburgs. Leopold I, Joseph I, and Charles VI all married princesses from the Empire as a means to strengthen the Habsburgs' status in the Empire. 6 Aft er 1703, when the Habsburg female succession became a possible reality, the future King-Consort to the Habsburg heiress apparent, or heiress presumptive, and thus the future Emperor, had to be someone unquestionably loyal to the interests of the Habsburg family. Th e choice of the bridegroom depended on the ambitions and infl uence of his native family in the Empire and their willingness to cooperate with the Habsburgs.
7
In 1711, the situation became complicated. Joseph I died and Charles VI, as the last living male member of the Habsburg family, who moreover lived in a quite unstable social environment, such as the one marking the beginning of the 18 th century, felt the pressure to make the Pactum publicly known. Th e Habsburg female succession was a huge legal decision, which could have been implemented only with the estates' approval. a strong support of her native family Brunswick-Lüneburg from the Empire, on the one side, and the queen mother and regent Eleonore on the other. Th eir confl icts regarding the order of precedence in court ceremonies and their political connections with various court ministers and deputies created the possibility of a great crisis at the Court of Vienna.
8 In order to prevent such court and family factions, which were expected to intensify following the publication of the Pactum, Charles wrote his political testament before he left Spain in September 1711, as the main document ensuring the succession order in the family.
Although inspired by the Pactum, Charles' testament ensured precedence in line of succession for his own future children, both male and female. One should also consider this decision as a means of crisis control and an expression of his royal authority. His testament remained secret for the same reason as the Pactum was until 1713, when he declared it a Pragmatic Sanction.
9 So, the situation in the Empire regarding a potential female successor was serious. However, the Hungarian legal obstacle to the Habsburg female succession was far more dangerous for the process of keeping the core territories in Central Europe under the Habsburgs.
As for the Lands of the Crown of Saint Stephen, or the so called Hungarian Lands, i.e. Hungary, Croatia and Transylvania, the key legal problem for the Habsburgs was the legally valid Article 3:1687 of the common Diet of Hungary. Activation of this article meant the restoration of the right of free election of the king to the Croatian, Hungarian, and Transylvanian estates in case of extinction of the male Habsburg line.
10 From the Habsburg perspective of Charles VI being the last living male member of the Habsburg family, this article presented a great political threat. In the worst-case scenario for the Habsburgs, activation of this article could create room for the election of any male or female member of the Habsburg family (if this family at all) as the future common Hungarian king. Th eoretically speaking, Article 3:1687 could again start a game of thrones within the monarchy and threaten the Habsburg supremacy in the area. However, speculations about female succession had been present in the monarchical public long before 1711. For a detailed description and analysis of Charles' political testament, see : Turba, Grundlagen II, [173] [174] [175] [176] [177] [178] [179] by force of arms, if not to consolidate its power, indeed, its very foundation? It is easy to see why some ministers would rather have their hands cut off than allow the country to separate. Obviously, the House of Austria anticipates a shortcoming on the male line, in which case the female line could keep Hungary bridled by way of Transylvania."
12 Th e reason for "keeping Hungary bridled" was the above-mentioned Article 3:1687. As a politician, Rákóczi expected the Habsburgs to apply their politics of particularism within the Hungarian lands as the main tool for obstructing the unanimity and consensus between the Hungarian, Croatian, and Transylvanian estates regarding the succession right. However, as much as the Habsburgs were afraid of the legal return of free election of the king to the Hungarian, Croatian, and Transylvanian estates, which would have undoubtedly presented the main obstacle to the Habsburg absolutism in the Hungarian lands, a part of the Hungarian political elite was afraid of any kind of destruction of St Stephan's Crown's political structure as the base of political power in the Hungarian lands within the Austrian Monarchy. So, during Charles' return trip from Spain, which lasted for nine months, his mother Eleonore ruled over the Austrian Monarchy. Well aware of all the problems regarding the succession rights within the Empire and the Hungarian Lands, she turned to the latter as the solution to the problem. However, not concerning the rights and privileges of the Transylvanian estates, as Rákóczi had expected, but to the estates in the Kingdom of Croatia. Since the right to elect the king was their municipal right, and the Sabor was the place to promulgate such a fundamental law, Regent Eleonore decided to choose some members of the Croatian estates as her partners in "bridling" Hungary regarding the female succession right. Whom to choose was not a diffi cult task. Croatian political community was highly confl icted at the beginning of the 18 th century, torn between diff erent fractions, each one trying to prevail in obtaining or keeping political power on a regional level. Th is gave Vienna an opportunity to interfere and choose certain members of the regional elite, infl uential in the Sabor, as partners in solving the succession right problem. Th e fact that the Croatian political community as a whole "once upon a time had the right to choose their own kings and could not be forced to accept the Hungarian kings if not willing to do so" 13 served as a mere instrument in a very gradual and sophisticated state-building process of the Court of Vienna in the Danube area. However, this process was underway owing to the cooperation between the political centre and the regional elite. Th e regional elite had its local interests and for the Sabor elite the Monarchy was just a means and a frame to keep the local 12 Ágnes R. aff airs in their own domain of infl uence. Every king or queen who was willing to take that into account was acceptable.
Family issues and the regional elite networks
A general historiographic conclusion or explanation of the reasons why Article 7:1712 was promulgated by the Sabor in 1712 can be found in the general Croatian-Hungarian confl ict of 1708, which marked "the beginning of a centuries-long strife" between the two political communities, which would reach its pinnacle in the second half of the 19 th century. 14 However, when we return to the sources there is no strong evidence to support this thesis. Th e "1708 confl ict" was neither general nor Croatian-Hungarian. So, what did actually happen in 1708?
A large dispute took place in 1708 during the session of the common Diet of Hungary in Pozsony, but only between certain members of the Croatian political elite. At the session of the Lower House, Juraj Erdődy, Gabrijel Erdődy, and Adam Keglević 15 self-willingly proposed the so called "Erdődy's gravamina" without the consent of the Sabor or its representatives (nuncii), Juraj Plemić and Petar Gotal.
16 Th e most problematic demands of Erdődy's party presented a serious limitation to the Sabor's authority: for example, the demand for the uniformity of Croatian and Hungarian laws or the reduction in the jurisdiction of the Sabor's offi cials, such as the Vice-Ban (also the Count of Zagreb and Križevci) and the Prothonotary from the ranks of the lesser nobles.
17 Prothonotary Plemić and Vice-Ban Jelačić protested severely. Neither the king nor the common Diet of Hungary accepted "Erdődy's gravamina." Th e Palatine and the Ban stayed out of this confl ict, 18 but the strife between the above-mentioned personalities continued and would spread throughout the Croatian political community in the years to come. Th e community of the three counties under the Sabor's administration was caught in the net of these two fractions, led by the Erdődys on the one side and the Sabor's offi cials -especially the Prothonotary -on the other. Th e reason why the Erdődys insisted on their "anti-Croatian-rights" policy can be found in their socio-political ambitions, running much deeper than their infl uence in the Kingdom of Croatia. Th e Erdődy family was aspiring to become a member of the exclusive monarchical elite circle originating from the Hungarian lands, like the Pálff y or the Esterházy families. Th e opportunity to become one of the richest and most infl uential families in the Hungarian lands presented itself in 1704, when the last member of the Croatian branch of the Erdődy family died. Th e surviving Hungarian branch of the family inherited the hereditary title of the Counts of Varaždin and the Croatian estates. Th e integrated family property was a huge asset, but the estates were under two legal jurisdictions: the Croatian and the Hungarian. Already in 1889 Bidermann mentioned that some steps were taken by the Erdődy family to legally integrate the Erdődys' estate in Varaždin County with those in Hungary, in order to avoid legal subjection to the laws and jurisdiction of the Sabor. 19 We have good reasons to follow Bidermann's thoughts on this matter. Aft er 1700s, the Erdődys were constantly involved in legal disputes with diff erent personalities in the Kingdo m of Croatia. Th e Erdődy family also had problems with the only living member of the Croatian branch, Dora Barbara, who was married to Th eodor Auersperg. She and her husband sued the Erdődys, probably over the ownership rights over a part of the Croatian estates.
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Th is lawsuit seems to have been a never-ending story, and it was not the only one. Another strife, regarding the Erdődys' leasing rights on the copper mines of Samobor, shed a diff erent light on the context of the 1708 confl ict between the Erdődys and the Sabor elite. It is important to mention, however, that at the time of these court processes, Ban Ivan Pálff y was constantly absent from the Kingdom of Croatia, since he was the commander-in-chief against the Rákóczi rebellions (1703-1711). It was customary in those times for the jurisdiction to be passed on the Sabor's offi cials, such as the Vice-Ban or the Prothonotary: 21 the very same offi cials whom the Erdődys attacked in 1708. So, were they attack-ing them as the only way of marginalizing the infl uence of those who were on the leading positions in the Sabor, in order to accomplish their interests in the Kingdom of Croatia? Th e story about the Samobor copper mines might help us answer this question.
Since 1654, the Samobor copper mines had been owned by the Auersperg family and in 1696, the Auerspergs decided to lease them. Th ey were considering some noblemen from Styria and informed the Sabor on their plans through the Conference. 22 A small group of offi cials recognized the notifi cation as a great business opportunity for the Kingdom as a whole. From 1696 to 1698, some kind of preparations took place: the Sabor "hired" Michael Androka, a Croatian nobleman, to prepare the lease contract with the Auersperg and to run the business in his and their names as well. However, some members of the Sabor elite, such as Prothonotary Plemić, Vice-Ban Jelačić, etc. established the "Samobor Copper Mines Society" at the same time, with the aim of defi ning the contract terms between Androka and the Sabor elite. Androka soon fell into serious problems with the Auerspergs and at the end of 1698 decided to sell his leasing rights to a third party in order to pay his debt to the family. Th e Sabor elite wanted to be that third party and thus started collecting money to pay off the Auerspergs. However, they only succeeded to collect the down payment, which the Auerspergs declined. Instead, they gave a 50-year leasing right over the Samobor mines to the Erdődys. Th is was the beginning of a long-lasting dispute over the unsolved question of the main leaseholder of the Samobor copper mines. 23 In this intricate net of interests, legal jurisdiction, and basically chaos, the Erdődys attempted to break the Sabor elite network by attacking the legal jurisdiction of the Sabor and those offi ces and offi cials within the Sabor whom they saw as the major obstacles to the rise of the family's economic and political power.
Th e crisis of 1708 showed to the Sabor elite that, if they wanted to preserve their socio-political supremacy within the Kingdom of Croatia, they needed a law which would demonstrate once and for all the legal autonomy of the Kingdom of Croatia within the Hungarian Lands and the Monarchy. Th e opportunity to achieve this goal presented itself in 1711/1712, when the Court of Vienna, via a member of the monarchical elite, proposed a political deal to the Sabor elite: they would get what they wanted in return for the female succession right in the Kingdom of Croatia. So, in 1712 the Sabor proclaimed Article 7:1712 and the female succession right. In return, in 1715 they had Article 120:1715 approved by the King at the common Diet of Hungary, which guaranteed legal autonomy of the Kingdom of Croatia "for all times." 24 And the Erdődys? Eventually they did become members of the monarchical elite, but had neither a chance to become the most infl uential elite in the Kingdom, nor to marginalize the infl uence of the Sabor elite in the fi rst half of the 18 th century. Th at task was left to Charles VI and Maria Th eresa, as the major challenge during their state-building process in the Kingdom of Croatia.
So, who were the people from the Court of Vienna, the monarchical and the Sabor elites, who were in charge of the political deal and dialogue in 1711/1712?
Th e mediators in crisis management
For the Habsburgs, the creation of the monarchy meant building a state based on close collaboration between their court and the chosen members of the monarchical elite, who were well integrated in the regional elites. Th is "diarchy" remained the keystone of the Habsburgs' politics throughout the Monarchy.
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Th e Kingdom of Croatia was no exception. From the 1670s, the diarchy partner in Croatia was usually either the Ban or the Bishop of Zagreb. One of the many problems in 1708 was that no diarchy partner was physically present in Croatia as a mediator between the Habsburg Court and the regional elite. Th e Ban of Croatia, Ivan Pálff y, as a member of the monarchical elite, could and should have served the purpose; however, he was constantly absent from the Kingdom due to the previously mentioned role in suppressing the Rákóczi rebellion. Th e Bishop of Zagreb, Martin Brajković, died in June 1708. Political instability in the Kingdom of Croatia at the time of the Rákóczi rebellion (1705-1711) could present a considerable socio-political threat to the Monarchy in its Eastern parts. So, to avoid that situation, in 1708, Joseph I made a smart pro-monarchical move using his centuries-old ius patronatus in the Hungarian Lands, i.e. the right to install ecclesiastical dignitaries. He appointed Emerik Esterházy as the new bishop of Zagreb, a well-known member of the Hungarian noble family that was, besides the Pálff ys, the most infl uential supporter of the Habsburg politics in the Hungarian lands. Th e new mediator between the Court of Vienna and the Croatian elite was thus successfully installed. Emerik Esterházy's name was not a novelty in the Croatian political community. He had already lived in Remete near Zagreb as member of the Pauline Order. In 1701, he even became the head of the order. Th e new bishop was also well ac-quainted with the socio-political situation in the Kingdom of Croatia. 26 His role as the Bishop of Zagreb was of great political importance, because in the times when the Ban was absent, presidency over the Sabor was transferred to the Bishop of Zagreb as the locumtenens banalis. At fi rst, Bishop Esterházy was not well accepted among the Sabor elite, but very soon his socio-political conduct proved that he was well prepared for the new role. His infi ltration in the regional elite started in the Sabor and among the Sabor's offi cials, whom he chose as prime partners in regulating political life in the Kingdom of Croatia. His most confidential partner was Prothonotary Plemić, although according to Patačić's diary, in 1708 Esterházy did not have his support in the election for the new bishop of Zagreb. Also, the Prothonotary was not on good terms with the Ban of Croatia, Ivan Pálff y, who was a close confi dant and friend of Bishop Esterházy. 27 However, the new bishop was well aware of who controlled the Sabor and who was the most infl uential political fi gure among the Sabor elite. So, the Bishop's infl uence as the head of the Sabor during Ban Pálff y's absence was highly dependent on the help of the Prothonotary. Even his colleague, chosen to deal with the military matters in the Ban's name, the banalis locumentatis in militaris Petar Keglević, although respected in the Sabor, had little control over their actions.
28 Esterházy did not stop his infi ltration process into the Sabor elite. Th e Bishop's other partners were members of the nobility, since they were not at that moment in the position to become members of the monarchical elite, such as Count Ivan Drašković or Franjo Delišimunović. However, they were well integrated in the Sabor elites. Esterházy also communicated with the Erdődys, yet stayed out of their circle and actions.
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Although he recognized at once where the real power lay and whom to choose as partners to restore balance in Croatian political life, he did not have a solution to the problem of how to restore at least an illusion of political balance within the Kingdom of Croatia. An opportunity for that appeared unexpectedly at the end of 1711, when Regent Eleonore invited the Bishop to come urgently to Vienna to discuss a subject that was very important to His Majesty, Charles VI, and would benefi t the common Hungarian Kingdom as well. Th e Queen mother, Eleonore, acted as the regent of the Monarchy in Charles' name from April 1711 until March 1712, during the time of his return journey from Barcelona to Vienna. Judging by their correspondence and the correspondence of the court minister Wratislaw with Charles, it became obvious that the King planned to rule the Hungarian lands "in the same manner" as the other parts of his Austrian Monarchy. Eleonore knew it would be a political suicide, especially on the eve of the publication of Charles' last will, and expected a political dialogue between Charles and the Lands of the Crown of Saint Stephen on the female succession right matter. Unlike her son, she understood the socio-political habits of the Hungarian Lands much better.
31 Th e most dangerous political scenario for the Habsburgs was fi rm unanimity in all the three Hungarian Lands regarding Article 3:1687. As I have mentioned before, the Hungarian political public feared that Vienna might use the rights and privileges of the Transylvanian nobility as a way of sabotaging or bridling this pre-assumed unanimity.
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However, Eleonore did not choose to use the rights and privileges of the Transylvanian nobility to control the power of Article 3:1687; instead, she chose the Croatian nobility. What inspired her to do so? Th ere are several explanations to this. Firstly, it was a custom, before a new diet was summoned in Pozsony, for the ruler or their confi dants to read the scripts and diaries of the previous ones as the guidelines and preparation work for the upcoming session.
33 Th e diet summoned in April 1712 was a continuation of the session of 1708 and a signifi cant episode was recorded in its diary: an attack on the rights of the Kingdom of Croatia and a great confl ict between the two factions of the Croatian nobility.
34 Did this give her an idea and a chance for arbitration? Secondly, the Bishop of Zagreb was a member of the Esterházy family. Th is family had played a major role in the recognition of the Habsburg hereditary right in the Lands of the Crown of Saint Stephen in 1687, especially due to the intercession of Emerik's uncle, Palatine Pal Esterházy. It can be assumed that Eleonore may have communicated about sensitive matters, such as the female succession right, with a member of such a family. Th irdly, the personal physician of Regent Eleonore in 1679 was Ivan Krstitelj Alpuno, whose medical career began in the Kingdom of Croatia, so he may have been the source of information regarding the socio-political situation in 31 Jukić, "Vladavina žena", [110] [111] [112] [113] [114] See n. 12.
33 Petr Mat'a, "Landstände und Landtage in den böhmischen und österreichischen Ländern (1620 Ländern ( -1740 What we do know is that upon his return to Zagreb, between February and March 1712, the Bishop shared the idea of the Habsburg female succession right with several confi dential and infl uential people, such as Prothonotary Plemić, Petar Keglević, and Baltazar Patačić. 37 It seems that most of them were sceptical. However, on March 9, 1712, aft er Prothonotary Plemić gave a very convincing speech regarding the Croatian rights and privileges, the Sabor declared the right of the Habsburg female rule over Croatia.
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Th is decision was a gem, set and match for the Habsburgs against the pre-assumed fi rm unanimity of the Hungarian lands, i.e. Hungary, Croatia, and Transylvania regarding Article 3:1687. However, this political dialogue with the Sabor elite in 1711/1712 was just one additional step in building the Habsburgs' particularistic politics in the Lands of the Crown of Saint Stephen. Aft er 1687, the ruler was no longer just a binding element in that political structure, but the creator of its character as well. Th e disintegration of the Lands of the Crown of Saint Stephen was not the goal; instead, the particularistic politics was a means to establish the ruler's supremacy. Firstly, in 1691, Leopold I declared the Diploma Leopoldinum to the Transylvanian nobility, granting them an autonomous status in the Hungarian lands and a direct line for political dialogues with Vienna. Aft er the Sabor's decision in March 1712, and aft er Charles VI confi rmed Article 120:1715, the same status was granted to the Kingdom of Croatia. However, in order to continue the policy of compromise and to calm down the restless political spirits in Hungary who were expecting a complete dissolution of the political structure of St Stephen's Crown, in 1715 Charles VI confi rmed Article 3:1715, which prevented such dissolution.
39 Th ere were no objections from Croatia or Transylvania as neither of them had a problem with being a part of the Crown as long as their autonomy was safeguarded by the abovementioned legal decisions. When in 1722 the Habsburg female succession right was on schedule at the common Diet of Hungary, the entire Hungarian political community unanimously and unconditionally accepted the female succession right. However, the Court of Vienna had the upper hand once again. Th is time, the demand for the legal indivisibility of Th ose demands were summarized by the bishop and are given here in six points: 1) Th e public announcement regarding the Croatian taxes, which were accepted in compliance with the king's will;
2) Th e Varaždin Generalate was to be preserved;
3) However, under the jurisdiction of the Sabor; 4) Th e Sabor's right to name the Vice-Ban; 5) Th e jurisdiction was to remain in the Kingdom and in the Ban's hands; 6) All laws passed in the Sabor were to be re-examined and confi rmed by the king.
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Vienna accepted everything except for the demand regarding the Varaždin Generalate. Strengthening the military power of the regional elite was a bit too much to allow in the process of building an early modern European state. 42 However, 40 "Articulus 2" and "Articulus 3", Corpus decretorum Juris Ungarici, 118-119.
41 Th e letter was published in Turba, Reichsgraf Seilern, 326, n. 1164. 42 From 1702 all legal, administrative, and judicial power in the three counties and the Banate Border remained in the hands of the Sabor. Th is was political success with a great potential to start the unavoidable socio-political integration in the Monarchy on Croatia's own terms, at its own pace, and for it to be regarded as a regional initiative. However, this opportunity was missed. When in 1755 a massive peasant rebellion broke out in Croatia, the passive, counterproductive, and malcontent behaviour of the Sabor elite came to the surface. Maria Th eresa summoned a commission to investigate the causes of the rebellion, with Count Michael Althan as its head. As the key problems in Banate Croatia he pointed out the following: the accumulation of political power in the hands of a few offi cials, the ineffi ciency of the Sabor, and the lack of respect for the King's or Ban's authority.
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All the conclusions revealed the presence of forces that were highly destructive for the state-building process and for Maria Th eresa's reforms. From then on, the political decisions of the Court of Vienna were directed towards the exclusion of the Sabor and its elite from any administrative business.
Th e opportunity for the Sabor elite to use the political potential created by the 1712 political deal in order to initiate socio-political changes in central Croatia and become the co-creators of high politics in long term was lost. However, poor daily politics could not destroy the best legacy of the 1712-1715 generation of the Sabor elite: Article 120:1715, i.e. legal autonomy. Perhaps this was the highest possible achievement of this regional elite in the art of politics infl uenced by the early modern state-building process.
